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CITY  OF  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD 

129  Adelaide  Street  West  Toronto  1  EM.  6-8411/437 

Chairman:  W.  H.  Clark 

Commissioner  of  Planning:  M.  B.  M.  Lawson 


MEMORANDUM 

File  number 

ERRATA 

Deer  Park  Planning  District  Appraisal 

02.21.06 

Date 

January  26,  1961 

The  appraisal  report  as  printed  contains  a  number  of  errors 
and  omissions.  A  complete  list  of  these  has  been  prepared  and 
is  enclosed  herewith. 


The  phrase  to  be  corrected  is  enclosed  in  quotation  marks, 
and  the  relevant  word  or  words  are  underlined. 


Most  of  the  errata  are  of  minor  significance,  but  your 
attention  is  drawn  particularly  to  Item  1  :  Proposed  Zoning  Map 
(Figure  32).  It  is  requested  that  you  amend  the  maps  mentioned 
in  this  item  to  concur  with  the  corrections. 


As  some  persons  have  experienced  difficulty  in  reading  the 
small-scale  zoning  map,  a  key  map  on  which  the  street  names  can 
be  easily  read  and  the  boundaries  of  the  census  tracts  mentioned 
in  the  report  are  outlined  is  also  enclosed. 
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DEER  PARK  PLANNING  DISTRICT  APPRAISAL 


ERRATA 


PAGE 

following 

page  127  .  Proposed  Zoning  Map  (Figure  32) ,  The  parts  of 

Foxbar  Road,  Balmoral  Avenue,  Farnhrm  Avenue,  and 
Woodlawn  Avenue  West  that  are  classified  R.2 
should  be  shown  as  "Zone  2  density"  not  Zone  3. 

81,83,89, 

101  &  111  The  above  error  is  repeated  in  Figures  18  (Page  81), 

19  (Page  83),  21  (Page  89),  22  (Page  101)  and  25 
(Page  111). 

106  .  The  caption  for  the  centre  photograph  on  this  page 

is  also  incorrect:  delete  "to  R,2  Zone  3"  from 
under  photograph,  and  "The  proposed  density  change 
reflects  existing  densities"  from  the  caption, 

V  Area  3  :  Woodlawn-Summerhill,  line  2  :  "Zoning  and 

Related  proposals",  not  relating. 

vii  .....  Figure  3  :  "...  Density  o^  Population" 

Figure  32:  "Proposed  Zoning",  not  "Existing", 

7  .  Paragraph  3  :  "...  general  plan  end  in  the  zoning 


9  .....  (4)R.1F,  line  3  &  4  :  "...  any  G  or  R,1  use,  and  a 

detached  ..". 

13  .....  Road  and  Traffic,  line  3  :  "Figure  7,  (Page  41)"  .. 

"  "  "  line  5  :  "entirely  through  Deer 

Park"  (not  "in  Deer  Park") 

14  .....  Last  two  lines  :  "an  estimated  2 ,055  units  ..  have 

added  about  3,900  parsons  .o," 

33  .....  First  line  :  "future  development"  not  "developments". 


36  .....  Paragraph  2,  line  2  :  "...  and  census  tract^",  not 

"tract" 

38  .  Retail  Floor  Space,  line  4  :  "about  316 ,000" ,  not 

"327,230 

"  "  "  line  6  :  possible  up  to  1,440 

parking  spaces  on  three 
levels  ..." 

49  .....  Paragraph  4,  line  4  :  "between  downtovm  and  a  large 

part  of  the  City  and  ...  " 
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Page  II 


PAGE 

50  .....  Paragraph  2,  line  8  :  "...  much  easier  and  could  be 

54  .....  Centre  illustration  caption,  line  3  :  '*  ...  park  of  almost 

twenty-two  acres." 

55  .....  Figure  10  :  Lawton  Gore  Park,  at  intersection  of  Yonge 

Street  and  Lawton  Boulevard,  should  be  shown  (see 
Figure  2) . 

60  .....  Top  illustration,  caption,  line  3  :  "  . .  is  laid  out 


62  .....  2  :  Cottingham  school,  line  6  :  "  ...  Cottingham  Street 

as  part  ..." 

66  .  Paragraph  2,  line  2  :  Insert  a  comma  after  Yonge  Street. 


67  .....  Existing  Shopping,  paragraph  3,  line  2  :  "  ...  against 

316 ,000  square  feet." 

68  .  Main  title  omitted  above  illustration  :  should  read 

' 'ST.  CLAIR-YONGR  CENTRE  PLANNING  OBJECTIVES." 

70  .....  Line  2  :  "...  construction,  which  led  to  the  ..." 

85  .....  1.  Oriole  Section,  etc.:  delete  the  words  "v7ith  a  few 

exceptions" . 

87  .....  Paragraph  (i) ,  line  9  :  "  ...  apartment  areas,  the 

amount  of  land  ..." 

90  .  4.  Lawton  Boulevard,  Paragraph  4,  line  3  :  "  ...  build¬ 

ings  on  the  east  side  of  Lawton  Boulevard  ..." 

92  .....  (a)  St.  Clair  Avenue,  etc.,  line  2:  "...  zoned  R.4A  Zone 

4",  not  "V.3" 

line  12:  "...  whereas  the  C.IA 
category" ;  delete 
proposed 

119  .  Existing  Conditions,  Paragraph  2,  line  7  :  insert  comma 

after  the  words 
year  or  two 
line  8  :  "...  at  the 
foot  of  the 
escarpment" 

Paragraph  3,  line  12:  "...  how  well 

maintained" 

Figure  30  :  Existing  Zoning  :  Label  of  zone  for  block  of 
dwellings  near  Wells  Hill  Park  is  incomplete,  should 
read  R.lA  Zone  2. 
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Page  III 


PAGE 

130  .  4,  Statements  of  Policy,  Area  1  :  Reference  in  Appendix 

is  to  Appendix  pages  ^  ff,  not  2  ff. 

Appendix 

Page  21  .  Alternative  1,  line  4  :  "...  in  rush  hours,  thus 

eliminating  ..." 

Appendix 

Page  24  .  Paragraph  1,  line  6  :  insert  a  comma  after  the  words 

first  storey. 

Paragraph  4,  line  1  :  "On  the  other  hand" 


Appendix 

Page  35  Austin  Terrace  1,  line  2  :  "  ...  Kiwanis  International  .. 

Appendix 

Page  40  • • . • .  Line  7  ;  "The  figures  on  the  map  give  the  average  for 

blocks." 

Appendix 

Page  41  .  Figure  38,  Legend,  last  line  :  1,10  -  1,30) 

1.31  -  2.00) 
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CITY  OF  TORONTO  PLANNING  BOARD  item  3(b) 

129  Adelaide  Street  West  Toronto  1  EM.  6-8411/437 

Chairman:  W.  H.  Clark 

Commissioner  of  Planning:  M.  B.  M.  Lawson 


File  number 

ADDITIONAL  REPORT  ON  DEER  PARK 

02.21.16 

PLANNING  DISTRICT  APPRAISAL 

Date 

February  13,  1962. 

TO: 


Alderman  Thomas  A,  Wardle,  Chairman,  and 

Members  of  the  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development, 

SUBJECT: 

Various  matters  resulting  from  Committee  hearings  on  the  Deer  Park 
Planning  District  Appraisal. 

ORIGIN: 

Requests  by  the  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development  from  October  30 
to  November  27,  1961, 

COMMENTS: 

Introduction 


In  the  course  of  its  hearings  on  the  Deer  Park  Planning  District  Appraisal 
the  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development  referred  a  number  of  matters 
to  the  City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board  for  further  consideration  and 
recommendation.  This  report  deals  with  all  except  those  set  out  in 
Minute  #460  of  the  Committee  meeting  of  November  13  and  Minute  #471  of 
the  meeting  of  November  17,  which  have  to  do  with  proposals  for  the 

area  around  Yonge  Street  and  St,  Clair  Avenue  and  the  area  in  Ward  2 
south  of  Jackes  Avenue, 

Arrangement  of  Report 

The  questions  dealt  with  in  this  report  are  the  following: 

Page  Number 

1,  Rezoning  both  sides  of  Delisle  Avenue  R,2  Z,4,  3 

and  applying  special  restrictions  onbuildings  and 
parking.  (Minute  No,  472(f)). 
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Page  2. 

Page  Number 

2.  RJZ  Z.2  designation  for  the  west  side  of  Oriole  Road  5 

and  for  parts  of  Heath  Street,  Deer  Park  Crescent 

and  the  east  side  of  Oriole  Road  (Minute  #472(b)), 

3.  Rezoning  a  section  of  St.  Clair  Avenue  R.2  Z.4,  7 

increasing  the  permitted  density  in  the  remaining  C.IA 
section  on  St.  Clair  Avenue  from  L.3  to  L.4  and 
miscellaneous  matters  affecting  St.  Clair  Avenue 

(Minute  #472  (d)  and  (e)) 

4.  Reducing  the  proposed  density  of  parts  of  Oriole  10 

Gardens,  Mallory  Gardens  and  Heath  Street  from  Zone  3 

to  Zone  2  (Minute  #472(a)) 

5.  The  possibility  of  special  uses  and  height  restrictions  H 

for  Walker  Avenue  and  part  of  Alcorn  Avenue  (Minute  #429) 

6.  Boundary  adjustment  at  No.  107  Alcorn  Avenue  13 

(Minute  #493) 

7.  The  possibility  of  C.IS  zoning  on  a  portion  of  the  14 

west  side  of  Yonge  Street  (Minute  #471  (part)) 

8.  Rezoning  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road,  between  14 

Cottingham  Street  and  Alcorn  Avenue  (Minute  #431) 

9.  Classification  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road,  north  16 

of  Foxbar  Road,  R.4A  Z.4  (Minute  #472(c)) 

10.  Imposing  a  height  limitation  on  both  sides  of  St.  Clair  18 

Avenue  (Minute  #409) 

11.  Proposed  development  at  Nos.  460  and  462  Avenue  Road  19 

(Minute  #419) 

12.  Maintaining  R.IA  Z.2  on  a  portion  of  Lynwood  Avenue  22 

(Minute  #416) 

13.  Avenue  Road  Shopping  Centre  (Minute  #417)  23 

14.  Rezoning  of  Nina  Street  at  Bathurst  Street  (Minute  #497)  24 

15.  Further  report  on  Davenport  Industrial  Area  24 

(Minute  #498) 

/... 
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At  its  meeting  on  January  31st  1962  the  Committee  asked  the  Commissioner 
of  Planning  to  consider  how  these  might  be  divided  for  discussion  at  two 
separate  special  meetings  of  the  Committee.  The  first  nine  items 
concern  properties  in  Ward  3; the  last  six,  property  in  Ward  4.  This 
geographical  division  is  probably  the  most  satisfactory  as  a  more  equal 
division  on  the  basis  of  subject  is  not  possible.  Items  8  and  9  could 
be  considered  without  disadvantage  together  with  items  10  to  15  rather 
than  with  items  1  to  7. 

1 •  Zoning  both  sides  of  Delisle  Avenue  R,2  Z.4  and  applying  special 

restrictions  on  buildings  and  driveways  in  this  area 

The  Committee  has  asked  for  a  report  on  the  advisability  of  zoning 
the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue  R.2  Z,4  with  or  without  special 
restrictions  on  building  height,  rear  yards,  parking  and  driveways. 

The  first  question  dealt  with  below  is  that  of  density. 

Density 

The  Appraisal  proposal  for  Delisle  Avenue  was  to  have  the  south  side 
R,2  Zone  4  and  the  north  side  R,2  Zone  2;  the  Zone  4  area  also 
included  Nos.  2,  4  and  6  Deer  Park  Crescent,  The  general  area 
from  Heath  Street  and  Deer  Park  Crescent  to  Yonge  and  St.  Clair  is 
suited  to  high  density  residential  development,  except  that  it  does 
not  have  any  open  space  and  it  is  most  difficult  to  isolate  it 
from  adjacent  low  density  areas.  The  zoning  of  the  south  side  of 
Delisle  would  provide  for  immediate  construction  in  the  part  of  the 
area  adversely  affected  by  the  St.  Clair  Avenue  development,  but 
preserve  the  north  side  of  Delisle,  Special  set-backs  were  proposed 
for  the  south  side  to  protect  the  north  side. 

This  proposal  met  serious  opposition  in  the  course  of  the  public 
meetings,  and  it  became  apparent  that  the  original  proposals  would 
tend  to  produce  instability  in  the  area;  anticipation  in  the  minds 
of  some,  or  fear  in  the  minds  of  others,  that  eventual  changes  to 
high  density  zoning  would  be  made  would  make  it  difficult  to  stabilize 
the  zoning  over  the  period  of  the  plan.  To  satisfy  this  situation 
the  Supplementary  Report  proposed  that  it  was  in  the  interests  of  the 
City  and  district  to  forego  any  future  high  density  development  north 
of  Delisle  Avenue  even  though  the  general  area  from  Deer  Park 
Crescent  and  Heath  Street  to  Yonge  and  St.  Clair  is  a  good  location 
for  apartments  once  its  deficiencies  are  remedied.  To  stabilize  the 
area  it  was  proposed  to  establish  the  appropriate  uses  on  the  north 
side  Cf  Delisle  and  a  stepping  down  of  densities  frcra  the  St.  Clair 
Avence  frontage  northwards.  R.3  uses  at  Zone  3  densities  were 
Btxggested. 

Zone  4  densities  were  still  considered  appropriate  for  the  south 
side  of  Delisle  Avenue  and  the  south  part  of  Deer  Park  Crescent, 

Any  lesser  density  would  be  likely  to  result  in  the  proliferation 
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of  parking  areas  related  to  St.  Clair  Avenue  uses. 

On  the  north  side  of  Delisle  the  uses  permitted  in  R.3  districts 
would  provide  opportunities  for  the  use  of  existing  dwellings. 

The  location  is  excellent  for  R.3  uses  and  the  size  of  the  existing 
buildings  is  suited  for  these  purposes.  The  deep  lots  would 
help  separate  the  R.3  uses  from  the  residential  properties  to  the 
north. 

The  alternative  proposed  is  that  both  sides  of  Delisle  Avenue  and 
the  lower  part  of  Deer  Park  Crescent  become  R,2  Zone  4.  This 
would  eliminate  the  possibility  of  providing  the  alternative  R.3 
uses  for  existing  or  future  buildings,  and  would  open  a  large  area 
for  immediate  high  density  residential  development. 

If  both  sides  of  Delisle  Avenue  were  reclassified  Zone  4,  there 
would  probably  be  an  immediate  but  spotty  redevelopment  for  apartment 
purposes.  Most  likely  a  goodly  number  of  existing  buildings  would 
be  left  undeveloped  among  the  new  apartments.  The  result  would 
then  be  that  some  owners  would  be  left  with  buildings  ill-suited  for 
non- apartment  R.2  uses,  being  overshadowed  and  surrounded  by  high 
rise  development.  The  more  land  that  is  zoned  high  density  in  all 
sections  of  Yonge  Street  and  St.  Clair,  the  more  likely  is  the 
possibility  of  this  spotty  result  occurring  in  all  sectors.  The 
Appraisal  already  allocates  more  than  sufficient  land  for  20  years 
of  apartment  development  in  this  area. 

High  density  development  on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue  would 
also  have  an  influence  on  properties  on  Heath  Street,  creating 
pressure  for  higher  densities  there.  If  successful,  this  pressure 
would  increase  further  the  excess  area  available  for  apartment 
development  and  encroach  more  on  the  R.2  district  to  the  north  which 
it  is  the  aim  of  the  plan  to  protect.  It  is  therefore  strongly 
felt  that  the  proposal  for  R.3  uses  with  a  combination  of  Zone  3  and 
Zone  4  on  Delisle  Avenue  is  the  combination  most  likely  to  offer  a 
reasonable  and  stable  future  for  the  good  residential  area  north¬ 
west  of  Yonge  and  St.  Clair. 

If  it  is  nevertheless  decided  to  create  Zone  4  density  on  che  north 
side  of  Delisle  Avenue,  this  should  not  be  done  before  concrete  steps 
have  been  taken  to  acquire  local  parkland  in  the  sector.  Further¬ 
more,  consideration  should  be  given  to  reducing  the  amount  of  land 
allocated  to  Zone  4  development  elsewhere  in  the  vicinity  by  an 
equivalent  amount . 

Special  Restrictions 

The  Committee  has  also  requested  a  report  on: 

(i)  the  effects  of  a  height  limitation  of  45  feet  on 

buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue,  and 
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(ii)  having  a  special  clause  on  the  north  side  of  Delisle 

Avenue  to  prohibit  surface  parking,  to  prohibit  a  drive¬ 
way  within  either  a  40  foot  limit  or  a  25  foot  limit 
from  the  rear  lot  line,  with  a  requirement  that  this 
area  be  landscaped,  and  to  provide  a  40  foot  setback 
for  buildings  from  the  rear  lot  line. 

As  apartment  house  construction  at  Zone  3  density  is  not  likely  to 
cause  undue  disturbance  to  neighbouring  residences,  it  is  assumed 
that  these  special  provisions  are  for  a  case  in  which  Zone  4  develop¬ 
ment  is  contemplated.  The  effect  of  a  45  foot  height  limitation 
would  be  to  prevent  development  to  the  full  density  permitted  in 
Zone  4  districts.  Such  a  restriction  would  limit  buildings  to  a 
height  of  four  storeys  plus  basement;  with  the  set-backs  required 
the  buildings  would  be  too  small  to  contain  all  of  the  permissible 
floor  area.  In  addition,  if  such  a  height  limit  were  coupled 
with  a  wider  than  usual  rear  yard  requirement,  as  suggested  in  the 
second  part  of  this  request,  the  floor  space  capable  of  being  built 
would  be  even  further  reduced.  This  opinion  is  supported  by  that 
of  a  prospective  developer  whose  letter  is  the  subject  in  Appendix  I, 

The  second  part  of  the  request  contains  three  points .  The  first 
of  these  is  a  proposal  to  prohibit  parking  on  the  surface.  This 
means  that  all  parking  would  have  to  be  in  an  underground  garage; 
to  put  it  above  ground  in  an  apartment  building  would  mean  that  the 
parking  space  would  have  to  be  included  in  the  calculation  of  floor 
area.  Although  there  is  a  certain  aesthetic  advantage  in  keeping 
parking  out  of  sight,  there  is  a  practical  disadvantage  in 
requiring  visitor  as  well  as  tenant  spaces  to  be  located  in  the 
structure.  Moreover,  in  Zone  4  areas  most  developers  find  it 
necessary  to  provide  from  a  quarter  to  a  third  of  the  required 
parking  on  the  surface,  with  the  remainder  in  an  underground 
garage  that  usually  occupies  all  of  the  lot.  The  alternative  is 
to  have  two  parking  levels  below  grade,  which  is  more  expensive 
because  of  the  additional  excavation  and  the  extra  space  required 
for  ramps  and  turning  areas.  If  surface  parking  were  prohibited, 
it  would  be  necessary  for  developers  to  incur  this  additional  expense. 

The  second  proposal  is  to  prohibit  a  driveway  within  either  a  40 
foot  limit  or  a  25  foot  limit  from  the  rear  lot  line  and  require^ 
this  area  to  be  landscaped.  The  proposal  is  intended  to  reduce 
any  annoyance  to  properties  on  Heath  Street  by  automobiles  in 
connection  with  development  on  Delisle  Avenue,  While  the 
Zoning  By-law  prohibits  parking  within  twenty  feet  of  a  residen¬ 
tial  building  and  six  feet  of  a  lot  line,  the  areas  within  these 
limits  may  still  be  used  for  driveways.  The  By-law  also  requires 
an  apartment  building  with  a  gross  area  in  excess  of  30,000 
square  feet  to  provide  a  continuous  driveway  which,  in  some 
cases, may  necessitate  the  use  of  the  rear  of  the  lot. 
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Experience  has  shown  that  such  additional  protection  is  not  essential. 
Throughout  the  City  are  many  districts  of  intensive  apartment  develop¬ 
ments  which  abut  areas  of  much  lower  density  and  where  no  such 
special  protective  clauses  exist.  Where  an  adequate  separation 
between  buildings  has  been  provided,  no  serious  consequences  have 
arisen.  Should  such  protection  be  felt  necessary  it  should  be 
included  in  the  general  provisions  of  the  Zoning  By-law, 

The  third  question  is  whether  to  require  a  40  foot  set-back  from  the 
rear  lot  line  for  buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue. 

Here  again,  a  special  restriction  is  proposed  to  protect  existing 
development  where  no  general  restriction  exists  to  protect  similar 
areas  elsewhere.  If  such  protection  is  necessary  here,  then  it 
should  be  available  for  all  similar  cases  and  presumably  should  be  a 
general  condition  of  the  Zoning  By-law,  No  evidence  has  been  forth¬ 
coming  from  areas  which  have  been  intensively  developed  to  show  that 
the  twenty-five  foot  minimum  rear  yard  is  inadequate  to  protect 
adjoining  property. 

R.2  Zone  2  designation  for  the  west  side  of  Oriole  Road  and  for  parts 

of  Heath  Street,  Deer  Park  Crescent  and  the  east  side, of  j^riole  Road 

The  Committee  has  requested  that  the  Board  consider  leaving  the 
proposed  R.2  Zone  3  district  on  Oriole  Road  and  adjacent  parts  of 
Heath  Street  and  Deer  Park  Crescent  in  its  present  R,2  Zone  2 
classification. 

The  Appraisal  proposal  for  Oriole  Road  was  for  the  west  side,  and  part 
of  the  east  side  near  St.  Clair  Avenue,  to  be  classified  R,2  Zone  3. 
The  area  is  too  far  from  the  Yonge  Street-St.  Clair  Avenue  centre  for 
high  density  development,  but  the  medium  Zone  3  density  was  felt 
to  be  reasonable.  Apartments  constructed  to  this  density  would  be 
compatible  with  the  higher  density  buildings  on  Avenue  Road,  while 
not  causing  adverse  effects  in  the  Zone  2  area.  The  proposal 
anticipated  that  there  would  be  some  demand  for  higher  densities  than 
Zone  2  on  this  street. 

The  Supplementary  Report  contained  no  change  from  the  original 
suggestion  except  that  district  boundaries  were  extended  to  include 
in  the  Zone  3  area  the  remaining  R.2  Zone  2  properties  in  the  block 
bounded  by  Oriole  Road,  Heath  Street  and  Deer  Park  Crescent, 

Submissions  were  made  that  the  entire  zone  should  be  classified 
R,2  Zone  2,  provided  that  St.  Clair  Avenue  revert  to  R.4  Zone  4  or 
R.4  Zone  5;  if  St,  Clair  Avenue  is  not  rezoned  to  R.4,  the  suggest¬ 
ion  is  that  Zone  5  should  be  permitted  on  Oriole  Road,  Other 
submissions  suggest  that  the  density  should  be  increased  to  Zone  4, 
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The  Supplementary  Report  concluded  that  there  was  no  reason  to  object 
to  the  designation  of  the  entire  street  at  R,2  Zone  2  so  long  as  this 
met  with  the  general  concurrence  of  the  property  owners  on  the  street 
and  did  not  have  to  be  coupled  with  a  reversion  of  St.Clair  Avenue  to 
an  R,4  designation.  The  submissions  to  the  Committee  have  brought  out 
no  new  evidence  in  support  of  tying  the  zoning  of  the  two  areas 
together.  It  is  concluded  that  the  position  as  set  forth  in  the 
Supplementary  Report  is  the  proper  one. 

There  will  therefore  be  no  objection  to  the  proposed  R.2  Zone  3 
district  remaining,  as  at  present,  designated  R.2  Zone  2.  However, 
the  high  density  alternative  suggested  in  the  submissions  would  not 
be  desirable  for  the  reasons  set  out  in  the  Appraisal  and  Supplementary 
Report,  The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  recently  advised  that  a 
sewer  replacement  would  probably  be  necessary  if  Zone  4  or  5  develop¬ 
ment  were  permitted  on  Oriole  Road. 

Rezoning  a  section  of  St.  Clair  Avenue  R.2  Zone  4,  increasing  the 

permitted  density  in  the  remaining  C.IA  section  of  St.  Clair  Avenue 

from  L.3  to  L.4,  and  miscellaneous  matters  affecting  St.  Clair  Avenue 

The  Committee  requests  recommendations  on  the  following: 

(i)  Rezoning  the  two  blocks  of  St,  Clair  Avenue  on  either 
side  of  Oriole  Road  to  R.2  Zone  4  or  R,2  Zone  5. 

(ii)  Classification  of  the  balance  of  the  C.IA  zone  on 
St.  Clair  Avenue  West  C„1A  L,4  Zone  4  instead  of 
C.IA  L,3  Zone  4  as  proposed. 

(iii)  Selecting  uses  from  C.IA  so  as  to  exclude  eating 
establishments  and  other  uses  and/or  applying  R.4A 
with  the  C.IA  provisions  as  to  parking  to  the 
proposed  C.IA  area  on  St.  Clair  Avenue  West, 

(iv)  The  need  for  setbacks  at  the  south-east  corner  of 

St.  Clair  Avenue  West  and  Avenue  Road  (in  consultation 
with  the  Metropolitan  Traffic  Engineer) . 

(i)  Rezoning  two  blocks  on  St,.  Clair  Avenue  West  at  Oriole  Road  R.2 

Zone  4  or  R.2  Zone  5. 


The  request  that  two  blocks  of  St,  Clair  Avenue,  one  east  and 
the  other  west  of  Oriole  Road,  be  rezoned  R,2  Zone  4  or  Zone  5 
arose  in  relation  to  the  rezoning  of  Oriole  Road  as  has  been 
mentioned  above. 
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In  the  more  easterly  of  the  two  blocks  there  are  two  apartment 
houses,  an  office  building  and  a  house  currently  used  as  a  bank. 
The  other  block  contains  two  apartment  houses.  There  are  some 
office  and  commercial  uses  in  the  apartment  buildings. 

An  R,2  classification  would  make  some  existing  buildings  and 
uses  non- conforming.  Further,  it  would  not  be  consistent  with 
the  suggestion  that  the  remainder  of  the  St,  Clair  Avenue 
frontage  on  both  north  and  south  sides  be  redesignated  C.IA  L.4 
Zone  4.  There  is  no  separation  or  distinction  in  character 
between  these  two  blocks  and  the  rest  of  this  part  of  St,  Clair 
Avenue . 

(ii)  Classification  of  the  balance  of  the  C.IA  area  L.4  rather  than  L.3 

The  question  of  an  L,4  density  on  St,  Clair  Avenue  was  discussed 
at  some  length  in  the  Appraisal,  The  Supplementary  Report 
reviewed  the  reasons  for  proposing  L.3  and  concluded  that  there 
was  ample  justification  for  maintaining  the  original  proposal, 

A  higher  density  was  felt  to  be  unsuited  because  it  would  result 
in  more  massive  buildings  and  more  intensive  problems  of  getting 
cars  and  trucks  to  and  from  buildings.  On  the  south  side  of 
St,  Clair  Avenue,  where  most  of  any  potential  expansion  is 
expected  to  take  place,  the  lots  are  about  three  hundred  feet 
deep  and  serious  problems  of  access  would  result  since  these 
properties  have  access  only  from  St,  Clair  Avenue  itself.  On 
the  north  side  of  the  street,  buildings  would  tend  to  overshadow 
the  adjoining  residential  properties  and,  by  reason  of  additional 
traffic  and  parking,  would  add  further  pressure  to  the 
residential  area.  The  proposed  L,3  density  is  approximately 
that  of  the  existing  larger  buildings  on  this  section  of  the 
street.  An  even  lower  density  might  be  desirable  (L.2)  for 
traffic  and  parking  reasons,  but  is  difficult  to  apply  in  the 
face  of  existing  L,3  buildings, 

(iii)  Excluding  eating  establishments  from  C.IA  on  St,  Clair  Avenue 

West 


The  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development  has  also  requested 
the  Planning  Board  to  report  on  selecting  uses  from  C.IA  so  as 
to  exclude  eating  establishments  and  other  uses  and/or  applying 
R,4A  with  the  C.IA  provisions  as  to  parking, 

C.IA  uses  include  limited  residential  uses,  certain  govern¬ 
mental  and  institutional  uses,  office  uses  and  restaurants, 
including  taverns  but  excluding  dairy  bars  and  refreshment 
rooms  or  stands. 
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The  only  "eating  establishments"  permitted  are  restaurants  and 
taverns.  These  uses  provide  a  necessary  service  where  large 
numbers  of  people  work  in  offices. 

It  would  seem  illogical  to  exclude  restaurants  and  taverns  as 
such,  when  they  still  could  be  permitted  to  located  in  the  area 
if  part  of  a  private  club,  even  if  the  area  were  zoned  R.4  or  R.4A. 

However,  there  is  no  shortage  of  restaurants  in  the  nearby  Yonge- 
St.  Clair  Avenue  shopping  area,  and  offices  could  be  said  to  be 
adequately  served  by  them  were  it  considered  desirable,  in  spite 
of  the  apparent  illogic,  to  exclude  restaurants  from  this  particular 
C.IA  district. 

The  alternative  of  R.4A  zoning  was  thoroughly  discussed  in  both 
the  Appraisal  and  the  Supplementary  Report.  Most  new  construction 
on  this  part  of  the  street  has  been  in  office  buildings  and  the 
other  known  current  proposals  are  for  the  same  use.  While 
administrative  office  buildings  may  be  erected  under  the  R,4A 
designation,  it  must  be  remembered  that  R.4A  is  basically  a 
residential  designation.  The  residential  standards  which  in 
R.4A  districts  control  the  development  of  office  buildings  are 
not  too  well  suited  to  an  area  which  is  intended  to  be  used 
primarily  for  offices.  As  a  means  of  avoiding  the  parking  and 
traffic  difficulties  of  the  district  this  would  not  offer  any 
solution  since  the  problems  already  exist  and  the  amount  of 
potential  development  will  not  seriously  aggravate  them.  With 
R.4A  zoning.  Zone  4, the  equivalent  of  L.2,  is  the  highest 
possible  density.  This  is  less  density  than  most  buildings  on 
the  street  already  have. 

The  effect  of  incorporating  the  "C.IA  parking  provision"  with 
R.4A  zoning  would  be  to  permit  parking  floors  in  office 
buildings  without  them  counting  against  permitted  floor  space. 

A  similar  effect  could  be  obtained  more  easily  by  retaining 
the  C.IA  proposal,  reducing  the  density  to  L,2,  and  banning 
eating  establishments. 

It  is  still  considered  that  C.IA  is  the  most  reasonable  and 
satisfactory  classification  for  the  St.  Clair  Avenue  frontage 
and  that  exemptions  from  its  uses  and  standards  are  neither 
logical  nor  desirable. 

(iv)  Setbacks  at  the  south-enst  corner  of  Stn.  Clair  Avenue  and  Avenue 

Road. 


The  Committee  also  requested  the  Planning  Board  to  consult  with 
the  Metropolitan  Traffic  Engineer  and  consider  the  need  for 
setbacks  for  the  property  at  the  south-east  corner  of  St.  Clair 


/... 


Fig.  3b 


SETBACKS - 
AVENUE  ROAD  AND 
ST.  CLAIR  AVENUE  . 

I  SPECIAL  CLAUSE  AREA 


ff-P^  .SI 


g«^r.*3S«  rftri  #3*^  ^  ^ 


rvk‘-»^y.'g<^y. 

a  AG  ff  'i  3  :  3  U'H  3  VA 

«>#  I  ^amirn 

23|F?A 


■'■rfKi'*t';t  »i>vOM  JW  '•■^-  *VB?  ;A 

e  ?l?Vl^  iJH  3VA  T-^fi  I A  Jff:^  >  •  .--fSi^atfe 

^  ^  W  y.  _ —  t.  J  in  w-f  f  ^  '  V  V  ■'  «y 

-  ^  .'^  rS-  i  I  ^  ,' \it.j' .  ‘  j'  ■ '^  •  ■  :l 


^ -r-vr . -  ""'“ 


■'^^  v  ■  f :  >r»J7-ATiir^ 


■:p 


tr 


1 


j  ■  I 


•  r;  ^  ; 


K 


irn 

^  ^  ^  i'.'  «Tdl 


^  iJtUU 

r  '  I  '  '*  ■  "f '  p-t'’  -  >  t 

*  L  I  ♦•A^'^-.'*rl*?"^-.‘ •'\J 


7 


A. 


mt,  '  1  »  j  f  fj  I  '"*SJ  rf'  < 

T  >f--i«j|i<  ’^  ‘'  ^  r“*^  f'  ’i 

■•--4iS4.W'  ^  ?J.n|' 


I ' '  •  i  ■ 


.'.  J:  '-' 


■m 

•■i;ii'r~ 


J'. 


■-  ,.w  / 


\4  '  V  ■'  w*  *  "■■' .'.  i 


*'':\.  ik' 


'  uTa/  '■’  *  •  I  '  I.  '  * 

■■  ..  '  ■‘>..i-'*‘-’  -.A','  '  “  ,' I 


;f  '■■>  j,-3HpAeT32if 
QMA  '3A0?l''30M3VA  ’ 


•  •  »  1 


'f 


.-i’* 


iA- 


.  '  '  ■ 


.  3UM3VA  ,flfAJO 


M' 


.'  V  ^"-u 


►•  .i' 


i 


A9A«^ 


J 


■W 

ftl  I 


W  /.'W 


Page  10 


Avenue  and  Avenue  Road,  The  Traffic  Engineer's  reply  is 
included  in  Appendix  2,  It  states  that  setbacks  are  not 
required  for  traffic  purposes.  In  the  second  paragraph  the 
Engineer's  letter  suggests  that  additional  width  of  sidewalks 
tnay  be  desirable  at  this  location.  As  any  C.IA  building  on 
this  site  would  be  required  to  setback  from  the  street,  an 
opportunity  for  widening  sidewalks  would  be  available. 

4.  Reducing  the  proposed  density  of  parts  of  Oriole  Gardens,  Mallory 

Gardens  and  Heath  Street  from  Zona  3  to  Zone  2. 


The  Committee  has  requested  the  Board  to  comment  on  the  possibility 
of  rezoning  the  properties  at  17,  21  and  23  Oriole  Gardens  and  32 
Heath  Street  R.2  Zone  2  instead  of  R.2  Zone  3  as  proposed,  and  of 
leaving  the  properties  at  2,  4  and  6  Oriole  Gardens  at  their 
present  R,2  Zone  2  designation  instead  of  rezoning  these  to  R.2 
Zone  3  as  proposed. 


Location  of  the  properties  is  shown  on  Figure  4,  They 
are  adjacent  to  existing  apartment  buildings.  It  was  because  of 
this  proximity  that  a  Zone  3  rather  than  Zone  2  density  was 
suggested  in  the  initial  Appraisal  Report.  No  change  in  this 
proposal  was  made  in  the  Supplementary  Report. 

The  first  parcel,  on  the  northwest  corner  of  Oriole  Gardens  and 
Lawton  Boulevard,  has  apartment  buildings  both  to  the  north  and 
south.  These  are  both  older  buildings  whose  densities  closely 
approximate  the  proposed  Zone  3. 

The  second  parcel,  on  the  southwest  comer  of  Oriole  Gardens  and 
Mallory  Gardens,  has  older  apartments  to  the  east  and  to  the  south. 

The  third  site,  on  the  north  side  of  Heath  Street,  west  of  the 
church,  has  an  older  apartment  to  the  north. 

In  each  case,  the  site  is  bordered  by  at  least  one  apartment  building 
of  approximately  Zone  3  density.  The  proposal  to  classify  the  three 
parcels  as  Zone  3  wys  to  permit  them  to  be  developed,  if  the  owners 
so  wished,  to  a  similar  type  and  scale  of  building.  There  is  no 
great  economic  or  planning  necessity  for  such  development,  which 
was  merely  intended  to  offer  a  measure  of  relief  to  properties  which 
were  somewhat  adversely  affected  by  neighbouring  development,  and 
to  do  so  in  a  compatible  manner. 

If  the  owners  of  these  properties  would  be  more  satisfied  to  have 
them  included  in  the  R.2  Zone  2  district  rather  than  in  the  R.2 
Zone  3  district,  there  would  be  no  objection  on  planning  grounds. 

However,  the  owner  of  No.  32  Heath  Street  West  has, since  the  Committee 
hearing,  written  to  object  to  the  proposed  reversion  to  ^one  2, 
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The  possibility  of  special  uses  and  height  restrictions  for  Walker 

Avenue  and  part  of  Alcorn  Avenue 

The  Committee  decided  to  refer  the  matter  of  rezoning  both  sides  of 
Walker  Avenue  and  the  shaded  sections  on  Alcorn  Avenue,  as  shown  on  Figure 
8  in  the  Supplementary  Report  of  the  City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board,  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Planning  for  a  report  to  deal  with  possible  uses  and 
for  consideration  of  a  height  limitation  on  buildings  in  this  area,  and 
also  as  to  whether  any  particular  areas  on  Walker  Avenue  can  be  made  the 
subject  of  special  clauses  to  help  resolve  the  problems  of  these  residents. 

The  Appraisal  recommended  an  R,3  Zone  3  classification  for  Walker  Avenue. 

The  Supplementary  Report  confirmed  the  R.3  Zone  3  classification  and  in 
addition  recommended  that  a  special  clause  be  applied  to  an  area  on  the 
south  side  of  Walker  Avenue  and  to  part  of  Alcorn  Avenue  to  permit  existing 
buildings  to  be  used  for  certain  institutional,  professional  and 
administrative  office  uses. 

Submissions  to  the  Committee  included  an  application,  supported  by  a  petition 
from  about  half  of  the  property  owners  on  Walker  Avenue,  to  rezone  Walker 
Avenue  to  R,4A. 

A  petition  was  also  submitted  by  29  property  owners  on  Woodlawn  Avenue 
expressing  concern  that  the  VJalker  Avenue  zoning  nay  cause  building 
heights  which  would  adversely  affect  Woodlawn  Avenue  properties. 

Permitted  Uses 


The  proposals  of  the  Appraisal  and  Supplementary  report  attempted  to 
resolve  the  problems  of  the  conflicting  interests  of  residential  and 
industrial  uses  on  Walker  Avenue,  They  included  street  improvements 
to  alleviate  traffic  difficulties,  and  special  zoning  provisions  for 
the  south  side  of  Walker  Avenue  where  the  conflicts  of  use  are  most 
severe.  The  principle  involved  in  the  different  zoning  of  the  north 
and  south  sides  of  the  street  is  that  of  avoiding  spread  of  the 
existing  conflict.  The  submissions  from  residents  on  Woodlawn  Avenue 
indicate  the  concern  that  the  conflict  may  eventually  affect  properties 
on  their  street,  and  illustrate  the  importance  of  resolving  the 
problems  on  Walker  Avenue  in  accordance  with  the  original  principles 
of  the  proposed  zoning.  In  practice  this  means  considering  separately 
the  two  sides  of  the  street. 

Appendix  3  lists  the  uses  which  would  be  permitted  by  the  recommendations 
of  the  Supplementary  Report  and  the  uses  which  would  be  permitted  by 
R,4A  zoning.  From  examination  of  these  lists  it  would  appear  that 
the  following  uses  in  addition  to  those  already  suggested  could  be 
permitted; 
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for  the  north  side  of  Walker  Avenue;  homes  for  the  aged  in 
existing  buildings 

for  the  south  side  of  Walker  Avenue  -  homes  for  the  aged  and 
boarding  and  lodging  houses  in  existing  buildings. 

A  wider  range  of  uses  on  the  south  side  of  the  street  would  increase 
the  conflict  between  it  and  the  north  side,  while  a  wider  range  on  the 
north  side  would  cause  conflict  between  Walker  Avenue  and  Woodlawn 
Avenue  properties.  The  stability  of  Woodlawn  Avenue  on  the  southern 
boundary  of  an  extensive  R.2  Zone  2  district  must  be  protected;  it  is 
therefore  particularly  important  that  the  permitted  uses  on  the  north 
side  of  Walker  Avenue  be  limited  to  the  extent  suggested. 

Height  Restrictions 

The  question  of  a  height  control  on  Walker  Avenue  arose  from  the  petition 
of  Woodland  Avenue  residents.  The  suggestion  is  that  such  a  restriction 
would  ensure  protection  for  properties  on  the  south  side  of  Woodlawn 
Avenue  which  overlook  the  properties  on  Walker  Avenue  from,  on  average, 
about  a  thirty-five  foot  greater  elevation.  Provided  Walker  Avenue  is 
zoned  as  has  been  suggested,  it  is  unlikely  that  future  buildings  on  the 
street  will  be  built  to  a  greater  height  than  the  difference  in  natural 
elevation,  and  the  imposition  of  a  further  restriction  seems  unwarranted. 
If  some  other  zoning  were  considered,  such  as  R,4A,  it  might  be  desirable 
to  introduce  such  a  restriction. 

Summary 

The  zoning  of  Walker  Avenue  should  resolve  the  conflict  between  industrial 
and  residential  uses  in  the  area  and  protect  the  R.2  Zone  2  district  on 
Woodlawn  Avenue  and  the  area  to  the  north.  In  addition  to  the  uses 
already  proposed,  the  following  could  also  be  permitted: - 

on  the  north  side  of  Walker  Avenue:  homes  for  the  aged  in 
existing  buildings 

on  the  south  side  of  Walker  A/enue:  homes  for  the  aged  and 
boarding  and  lodging  houses  in  existing  buildings 

Further  extension  of  permitted  uses  would  increase  the  existing  conflicts 
or  give  rise  to  additional  conflict  either  between  the  two  sides  of 
Walker  Avenue  or  between  Walker  Avenue  and  Woodlawn  Avenue, 

Unless  there  is  some  departure  from  the  proposed  zoning  of  Walker  Avenue, 
the  addition  of  a  restriction  on  the  height  of  building  is  unnecessary. 
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6,  Boundary  adjustment  at  No.  107  Alcorn  Avenue 


The  Committee  has  requested  that  the  Planning  Board  report  on  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  zoning  boundary  which  presently  divides  the  property  at 
107  Alcorn  Avenue, 

No,  107  Alcorn  Avenue  is  on  the  south  side  of  Alcorn  Avenue,  having  a 
fVontage  of  33  feet  1%  inches  widening  to  33  feet  6  inches  and  with  a 
depth  of  78  feet  9  inches. 

The  easterly  six  feet  of  frontage  on  this  property  are  within  a  C,2 
V,1  district  and  the  remaining  portion  is  within  an  R,2  Zone  2 
district,  proposed  R,3  Zone  3  with  special  clause. 

The  property  contains  a  small  house  which  has  been  converted  for  the 
operation  of  a  towing  service.  To  the  east,  in  the  C,2  V,1  district 
is  a  machine  repair  business  in  a  converted  house,  and  to  the  west, 
in  the  proposed  R.3  Zone  3  district  is  a  cartage  business,  also  in  a 
converted  house.  To  the  north  a  group  of  houses  lie  to  the  west  of 
a  large  food  products  factory. 

The  zoning  boundary  which  runs  through  the  easterly  portion  of  the 
site  was  established  when  the  Zoning  By-law  was  originally  prepared 
and  is  the  southerly  extension  of  the  westerly  limit  of  the  Canadian 
Food  Products  Company's  property. 

The  Deer  Park  Planning  District  Appraisal  recognized  the  Walker-Alcorn 
Birch  area  as  a  special  problem  area  where  there  is  a  major  conflict 
between  housing  and  industry.  The  main  focus  of  conflict  is  between 
the  Canadian  Food  Products  plant  and  the  nearby  houses.  Expansion  of 
operations  at  this  plant  over  recent  years  has  increased  its  adverse 
effects  on  the  residential  district.  The  City's  policy,  adhered  to 
in  the  Appraisal,  is  to  discourage  any  further  encroachment  of  the 
industrial  uses  into  the  adjacent  residential  area.  Furthermore,  the 
C,2  district  at  the  present  time  is  under-used  for  industrial 
purposes,  with  the  result  that  it  contains  an  unsatisfactory  mixture 
of  housing  and  industrial  and  commercial  uses.  There  is  no  general 
justification  in  further  enlarging  the  area  of  the  C,2  district. 

However,  there  will  be  little  practical  difference  if  the  zoning 
line  is  moved  from  its  present  position  either  6  feet  east  or  27  feet 
west,  so  as  to  include  the  whole  of  No.  107  in  either  the  C,2 
district  or  the  adjoining  residential  district.  To  be  in  accordance 
with  general  policy ,  the  recommendation  should  be  to  include 
No.  107  in  the  residential  district  in  spite  of  the  present 
commercial  use  of  the  premises. 
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The  possibility  of  C«1S  zoning  on  a  portion  of  the  west  side  of  Yonge' 

Street 

The  Conmittee  has  requested  the  Board  to  consider  the  application  of 
C.IS  on  the  west  side  of  Yonge  Street  from  WoOdlawn  Avenue  West  to 
Birch  Avenue,  and  its  effect  on  the  uses  in  this  area. 

The  area  under  consideration  comprises  three  blocks  of  commercial 
development  on  the  west  side  of  Yonge  Street,  forming  part  of  the 
extensive  Yonge  Street  C.l  district.  Development  of  the  section 
under  consideration  consists  of  two  or  three  storey  buildings  with 
shops  on  the  ground  floor  and  dwellings  above. 

Opposite  the  site  is  the  Northgate  Hotel  (and  its  large  parking  areasl, 
a  church  and  an  apartment  house;  while  to  the  north,  on  the  hill,  a 
group  of  office  buildings  occupies  both  sides  of  Yonge  Street;  to 
the  south  is  the  railway. 

The  area  under  consideration  is  a  section  of  the  extensive  Yonge 
Street  C.l  district.  It  is  three  blocks  in  length  and  is  a  more  or 
less  stable  development  of  two  or  three  storey  buildings  with  shops 
on  the  ground  floor  and  dwellings  above.  There  are  forty  five 
commercial  premises  of  which  at  least  five  would  be  non-conforming 
in  a  C.IS  district.  All  but  one  of  these  five,  a  service  station, 
appear  not  to  conform  with  the  existing  C.l  zoning. 

The  purpose  of  the  C.IS  classification  is  to  encourage  the  development 
of  a  group  of  shops  and  services  of  good  quality  and  of  sufficient 
number  and  variety  to  form  a  recognized  centre  for  a  wide 
surrounding  area.  The  Appraisal  has  suggested  that  such  a  district 
should  be  established  at  St.  Clair  Avenue  and  Yonge  Street*-  just  four 
blocks  north  of  this  location.  The  area  in  question  would  not  be 
considered  an  extension  of  the  proposed  centre  since  it  is  too  far 
from  it  and  separated  from  it  by  an  area  of  offices.  It  is  too  small 
in  area  to  develop  as  an  effective  C.IS  centre  by  itself.  In  the  long 
term  the  prospects  for  this  area  are  likely  to  be  better  with  the 
least  restrictive  commercial  zoning. 

Rezoning  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road  between  Cottingham  Street 

and  Alct-m  Avenue. 


The  Committee  has  requested  the  Board  to  report  on  the  revised 
application  of  Foster  Advertising  Ltd.,  to  have  the  east  side  of 
Avenue  Road  between  Cottingham  Street  and  Alcorn  Avenue  rezoned 
R.4A  Zone  4. 

Foster  Advertising  Ltd.,  owner  of  property  on  Alcorn  Avenue,  first 
proposed  that  the  Avenue  Road  frontage,  between  Alcorn  Avenue  and 
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Cottingham  Street  be  reclassified  to  R.4A.  Zone  3.  This  request  they 
have  subsequently  changed  to  R,4A  Zone  4.  The  present  zoning  is 
R.4  Zone  3  and  the  Appraisal  recotnmended  R.3  Zone  3. 

The  Conq>any's  intention  is  to  construct  a  building  to  house  its 
expanded  facilities,  probably  of  about  46,000  square  feet  gross  area. 

Of  the  fifteen  residential  properties  Involved,  the  Company  owns 
or  is  negotiating  for  all  but  four;  but  these  four  are  so  situated 
as  to  make  the  southerly  two-thirds  of  the  Avenue  Road  frontage 
unusable  by  the  company  if  they  are  not  acquired.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  it  may  not  be  able  to  acquire  all  of  the  lands  it  needs 
for  a  building  of  the  size  proposed  at  Zone  3,  the  Qjmpany  has 
proposed  that  the  density  of  the  proposed  R.4A  zoning  be  increased  to 
Zone  4. 

The  possibility  of  this  use  was  considered  in  the  Supplementary 
Report  on  the  Deer  Park  Planning  District  and  it  was  then  concluded 
that  a  rezoning  to  R.^  or  C.l  could  not  be  supported.  (There  is 
some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  proposed  use  is  an  R.4\  use 
or  a  C.l  use).  The  decision  regarding  the  suitability  of  use  was 
based  on  the  adverse  effects  which  it  would  have  on  adjacent  residential 
properties,  because  the  existing  (and  therefore  the  proposed)  office 
building  is  itself  out  of  keeping  with  the  present  character  of  the 
area  and  does  not  fit  the  general  locational  pattern  for  this  type;of 
business,  and  because  an  intensive  office  use  could  generate  large 
amounts  of  local  traffic  which  would  interfere  with  the  function  of 
Avenue  Road  as  an  artery  to  serve  the  central  area  of  the  City.  It 
will  be  remembered  that  this  route  was  widened  at  considerable  expense 
to  provide  this  particular  service,  and  not  to  serve  local  traffic. 

also 

It  muse  be  remembered  that  this  block  is  not  unique;  if  it  were 
opened  to  R.4A  or  similar  development,  an  area  at  least  three  times 
as  large,  comprising  the  remainder  of  the  present  R.4  frontage  on 
Avenue  Road  below  the  hill,  would  also  be  equally  acceptable  and 
likely  to  be  under  pressure  for  the  same  designation.  Development 
of  such  an  extensive  area  could  Increase  the  ill-effects  considerably. 
The  lands  of  Oaklands-De  La  Salle  College,  although  undeveloped, 
cannot  be  considered  as  likely  to  so  remain  forever;  the  potential 
area  for  intensive  development  might  be  further  expanded  to  include 
this  property. 

The  College  has  already  made  representations  concerning  the  future 
zoning  of  its  lands  and  it  was  stated  in  the  Appraisal  Report  that 
any  concrete  proposal  should  be  given  separate  investigation,  since 
it  was  inadvisable  at  present  to  make  any  changes  to  the  zoning  in 
advance  of  such  proposals.  The  school  lands  cannot  be  considered 
a  "natural”  zoning  barrier,  as  has  been  suggested. 
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It  is  acknowledged  that  because  of  the  method  of  road  widening  the 
properties  on  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road  between  Cottingham  Street 
and  Alcorn  Avenue  have  suffered  some  annoyance.  However,  this  is 
independent  of  the  question  of  land  use  and  it  is  felt  that  it  should 
not  be  permitted  to  interfere  with  the  best  possible  future  use  of 
the  lands. 

Such  uses  would  not  generate  excessive  traffic  to  interfere  with 
Avenue  Road  in  a  critical  stretch,  between  the  railway  underpass  and 
the  bottom  of  a  steep  grade,  nor  vjould  they  have  disturbing  effects 
on  the  adjacent  residential  districts  to  the  east  and  west.  To  the 
west  are  proposed  R,1  and  R.IF  districts,  while  to  the  east  is  a 
proposed  R,3  district  which  at  present  is  in  good  condition. 

As  mentioned  previously,  it  has  not  been  conclusively  determined 
whether  an  advertising  agency  is  an  R.4A  or  a  C,1  use.  In  either 
case,  a  rezoning  of  the  Avenue  Road  frontage  to  R,4A  or  to  C,1  would 
appear  inadvisable.  This  sort  of  intensive  use  would  undoubtedly 
interfere  with  traffic  on  Avenue  Road,  if  merely  because  of  increased 
traffic  using  the  street,  and  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
adjacent  residential  areas.  The  existing  office  is  not  in  keeping 
with  the  established  character  of  the  area,  nor  does  it  fit  the 
general  locational  pattern  for  this  type  of  business. 

Equally  convenient  and  more  attractive  locations  are  fcivid 
in  the  commercial  districts  at  St^  Clair,  at  Eglinton  Avenue,  at  Bloor 
Street  or  in  the  central  city.  It  is  therefore  felt  that  the  R.3 
Zone  3  classification  should  be  maintained  for  this  part  of  Avenue 
Road, 

If  it  is  nevertheless  decided  that  some  provision  must  be  made  to 
accommodate  the  Foster  Advertising  Company  it  would  be  better, 
rather  than  to  rezone,  to  permit  the  extension  of  their  existing  non- 
conforming  use.  The  company  appears  to  own  or  be  negotiating  for 
about  48,500  square  feet  of  land,  of  which  about  42,000  square  feet 
would  be  in  a  continguous  bolding.  It  is  suggested  in  these  circum¬ 
stances  that  the  Company's  extension  be  limited  to  a  development  of 
this  contiguous  holding  (including  the  existing  commercial  property) 
to  a  Zone  3  density. 

Classification  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road  north  of  Foxbar  Road 

R.4A  Zone  4. 


The  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development  has  requested  the  City  of 
Toronto  Planning  Board  to  submit  its  comments  on  the  possibility  of 
retaining  the  R,4A  Zone  4  district  on  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road 
south  of  St.  Clair  Avenue.  The  lands  in  question  contain  four  houses 
and  a  small  apartment  building.  One  house  is  used  in  part  for 
doctors'  offices. 
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The  initial  report  recommended  that  this  area  be  classified  R,4  Zone  4 
because  it  was  felt  preferable  to  keep  office  development  to  the 
St.  Clair  Avenue  frontage.  Avenue  Road  is  considered  to  be  the  most 
satisfactory  westerly  limit  to  the  office  district  on  St.  Clair  Avenue, 
The  Supplementary  Report  took  a  similar  view,  modified  only  by  the 
view  that  this  northern  part  of  Avenue  Road  is  similar  in  character 
to  St.  Clair  Avenue  west  of  Avenue  Road  so  that  the  special  clause 
permitting  a  part  of  new  apartment  buildings  to  be  used  as  medical 
offices  should  be  extended  to  the  frontage  north  of  Foxbar  Road, 

The  removal  of  the  R,4A  zone  was  suggested  because  non-residential 
uses  on  Avenue  Road  were  felt  to  be  undesirable. 

South  of  St,  Clair  Avenue,  development  to  the  hill  is  in  new  and  old 
apartment  buildings,  with  a  few  detached  dwellings  remaining.  North 
of  St,  Clair  Avenue  the  street  has  been  almost  completely  built  up 
with  large  and  expensive  apartments.  There  is  a  school  to  the 
south,  and  music  library  to  the  north  of  St,  Clair  Avenue. 

Any  decision  to  permit  the  intrusion  of  offices  would  result  in  an 
entirely  different  character  for  the  street  south  of  St.  Clair  Avenue. 
Since  some  of  the  older  residential  buildings  still  remain,  there 
could  easily  be  demands  to  expand  the  R,4A  district  farther  south,  to 
the  detriment  of  the  apartment  buildings  and  with  additional  annoyance 
to  the  residential  districts  on  either  side. 

In  the  course  of  its  consideration  of  the  Supplementary  Report  the 
Committee  decided  to  request  the  Planning  Board  to  consider  the 
introduction  of  a  special  clause  to  permit  the  properties  on  the 
opposite  side  of  Avenue  Road  (Nos,  460  and  462)  to  be  used  for  a 
new  combined  medical  of f ice-apartmenc  building.  This  is  dealt  with 
under  item  11  of  this  report.  The  report  suggests  a  further 
modification  of  the  special  clause  to  enable  a  specific  proportion, 
rather  than  the  first  two  floors  of  any  new  building  to  be  used 
for  medical  offices. 

It  is  felt  that  extending  the  area  covered  by  the  special  clause, 
which  permits  doctors  offices,  to  include  the  frontage  north  of 
Foxbar  Road  would  be  reasonable,  but  that  an  R,4A  redesignation 
would  not. 

When  the  original  proposal  to  change  the  zoning  of  these  properties 
was  made,  a  misunderstanding  of  the  location  of  the  rear  property 
lines  caused  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  proposed  R,4  Zone  4 
district  to  be  drawn  at  slight  variance  with  the  property  lines. 

It  is  suggested  the  location  of  this  zoning  boundary  line  revert 
back  to  include  all  of  the  property  which  front  on  Avenue  Road  north 
of  Foxbar  Road  within  the  R.4  Zone  4  district. 
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Imposing  a  height  limitation  on  both  sides  of  St.  Clair  Avenue 

The  Committee  on  Buildings  and  Development  has  requested  the  City  of 
Toronto  Planning  Board  to  develop  standards  for  either  a  45  foot  or 
60  foot  height  limitation  or,  as  an  alternative,  a  4  storey  and  base¬ 
ment,  or  a  6  storey  height  limitation  for  the  St,  Clair  Avenue  frontages 
between  Avenue  Road  and  Spadina  Road. 

In  fact,  the  second  pair  of  these  alternatives  is  essentially  the  same 
as  the  first  pair.  Since  average  f loor-to-f loor  heights  in  apartment 
buildings  are  between  9  and  10  feet,  a  4  storey  and  basement  building 
would  be  between  42.5  feet  and  45  feet  high,  while  a  six  storey 
structure  would  range  between  54  feet  and  60  feet  in  height. 

A  height  limitation  of  4  storeys  plus  basement  coupled  with  125  per 

cent  parking  and  a  floor  area  of  twice  the  lot  would  result,  on  a 

lot  of  reasonable  size,  in  a  development  with  sideyards  not  more  than 
10  feet  and  a  rear  yard  of  not  more  than  15  feet.  Landscaped  open 
space  requirements  could  be  met,  but  all  parking  would  have  to  be 
underground.  Since  one  level  of  dwelling  units  would  already  be  partly 
below  ground  level,  parking  would  have  to  be  in  a  sub-basement  or 
possibly,  with  lockers,  boiler  rooms,  washing  facilities,  etc.,  even 
partly  in  a  second  sub-basement.  This  would  be  a  very  expensive  form 
of  construction,  with  high  excavation  and  construction  costs,  ventilation 
problems,  and,  for  parking,  much  lost  space  in  ramps  and  driveways. 

A  height  limitation  of  6  storeys,  with  a  parking  requirement  of  125 

per  cent  and  a  floor  area  of  twice  the  lot  area  would  result  in  a 

development  very  similar  to  that  permitted  by  the  residential  zoning 
standards,  again  assuming  that  lots  of  reasonable  size  were  assembled. 

In  some  cases,  where  the  extent  of  the  lot  is  circumscribed  by 
existing  development,  it  would  be  necessary  to  add  a  penthouse  to  the 
structure  to  achieve  the  total  permissible  floor  area.  Sixteen  sites 
were  studied  of  which  four  were  incapable  of  economic  development  at 
maximum  density.  Of  the  twelve  which  were  capable  of  development  to 
maximum  density,  examination  showed  5  could  achieve  the  maximum  floor 
area  in  6  storeys,!  in  7  storeys,  and  6  in  6  storeys  plus  penthouse. 

All  12  buildings  could  be  made  to  fit  under  a  65  foot  height  limit. 

All  parking  would  have  to  be  underground,  but  since  in  this  case  no 
part  of  the  building  partly  below  grade  need  be  used  for  dwelling 
units,  less  excavation  would  be  necessary  and  hence  the  costs  involved 
would  be  lower.  More  of  the  lot  would  be  free.  Since  the  building 
would  fit  under  the  60-degree  envelope,  it  would  be  set  back  from  the 
lot  lines  by  a  distance  of  about  35  feet.  In  most  cases,  rear  yards 
would  be  greater  than  the  minimum  required  of  25  feet. 

To  prevent  the  possibility  of  high-rise  apartment  development  on 
St.  Clair  Avenue,  and  to  satisfy  residents  of  adjoining  districts  who 
are  seriously  concerned  about  the  prospect  of  such  development  a 
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65  foot  height  limitation  could  be  included  as  a  special  condition 
to  the  zoning  proposed  for  St.  Clair  Avenue.  This  would  not  prevent 
the  achievement  of  the  full  potential  of  sites  on  St.  Clair  Avenue, 
but  would  permit  development  under  the  normal  conditions  of  the 
residential  zoning  standards,  and  it  would  give  to  the  residents  some 
of  the  protection  they  desire. 

A  45  foot  or  4  storey  and  basement  limit  would  mean  that  side  and  rear 
yard  standards  would  have  to  remain  the  same  as  the  old  standards  that 
apply  on  St.  Clair  today.  Builders  would  likely  be  unable  to  achieve, 
economically,  their  permitted  floor  space  of  twice  the  lot  area  if  125% 
parking  is  to  be  required.  It  is  concluded  that  no  reasonable 
standards  could  be  developed  for  a  45  foot  (or  4  storey  and  basement) 
limitation,  that  would  result  in  real  improvement  over  present 
conditions. 

Proposed  development  at  Nos.  460  and  462  Avenue  Road 

The  Committee  has  requested  the  Planning  Board  to  report  on  a  submission 
from  the  owners  of  Nos.  460  and  462  Avenue  Road,  requesting  that  a  building 
combining  a  branch  of  the  Conservatory  of  Music,  medical  offices  and 
apartments  be  permitted  to  be  erected  on  their  property  by  inclusion 
of  a  special  clause  in  Section  16  of  the  Zoning  By-law  and  the  rezoning 
of  the  area  R.4A  Zone  4  and  that  the  Board  pay  particular  regard  to 
setbacks  and  parking.  The  Committee  also  requested  that  the  report 

consider  how  the  parking  for  the  proposed  development  is  to  be  allocated 
to  the  Conservatory,  the  doctors  and  patients,  and  the  apartments, 
and  as  to  whether  there  would  be  a  charge  for  parking. 

Uses 


The  present  structures  on  the  site  are  large,  old  detached  single 
family  dwellings.  No.  460  Avenue  Road  is  at  present  owned  and 
occupied  by  the  Conservatory  of  Music,  an  R.4  use.  The  plans  for 
the  new  structure  call  for  the  ground  floor  to  be  occupied  by  the 
Conservatory  of  Music,  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  floors  by 
doctors*  offices,  and  the  fifth  and  sixth  floors  and  penthouse  by 
apartment  suites.  This  use  would  at  present  require  an  R.4A  zoning. 

The  Supplementary  Report,  recommended  the  extension  of  the  special 
clause  for  St.  Clair  Avenue  to  cover  these  properties,  among  others, 
on  Avenue  Road.  The  special  clause  referred  to  would  permit  the 
ground  floor  and  second  floor  of  new  buildings  to  be  used  for  doctors* 

offices .  Such  new  buildings  would  have  to  front  on,  and  take  their 
main  access  from,  the  principal  street. 

While  this  clause  would  permit  a  building  of  the  general  type 
desired  to  be  erected,  it  would  not  permit  the  specific  proposal  to 
be  constructed. 
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The  exemption  sought  by  the  owners  of  Nos. 460  and  462  Avenue  Road 
would  extend  to  these  sites  a  special  privilege  enabling  a  larger 
than  otherwise  permitted  proportion  of  the  building  to  be  used  as 
medical  offices.  This  is  felt  to  be  an  unwise  step,  since  the 
property  is  not  dissimilar  from  the  others  on  Avenue  Road  or  on 
St,  Clair  Avenue  which  have  been  included  in  the  area  covered  by  the 
Appraisal's  suggested  special  clause.  Exemptions  of  the  type  sought 
are  justifiable  on  planning  grounds  only  when  unusual  characteristics 
apply  to  a  site  which  make  it  desirable  to  receive  special  benefits. 
This  report,  then,  will  consider  the  possibility  of  a  general 
modification  of  the  special  clause  proposed  in  the  Appraisal. 

The  purpose  of  the  special  clause  proposed  in  the  Appraisal  is  to 
retain  the  existing  character  of  St.  Clair  Avenue  as  primarily  a  high 
density  residential  district  which  also  contains  a  fair  proportion 
of  medical  offices.  At  present,  most  of  the  older  dwellings  have 
been  converted  to  this  type  of  office  and  it  is  proposed  to  permit 
them  to  remain,  but  not  to  increase  substantially  in  density. 

The  clause  as  proposed  in  the  Appraisal  would  permit  the  ground  and 
second  floor  of  a  new  building  to  be  used  as  medical  offices. 
Irrespective  of  the  location  of  this  accommodation  within  the  building, 
the  effect  of  it  on  the  surrounding  properties  will  be  approximately 
the  same.  It  is  therefore  of  secondary  importance  where,  in  the 
building,  such  medical  accommodation  is  located.  It  would  therefore 
seem  that  a  regulation  based  on  a  proportion  of  the  gross  floor  area 
would  serve  equally  well,  as  well  as  permit  a  greater  flexibility  in 
the  design  of  the  building  itself.  In  addition,  the  use  of  the 
gross  floor  area  is  the  accepted  method  of  control  of  space  in  the 
Zoning  By-law, 

Planning  should  be  on  the  basis  of  the  maximum  permitted  development, 
for  any  plan  should  be  sufficient  to  deal  with  the  maximum  possible 
disturbance  which  it  creates.  Accordingly,  the  plan  should  then  also 
be  able  to  handle  any  lesser  amounts.  On  this  basis  it  is  possible  to 
assign  to  a  use  a  proportion  of  the  total  possible  gross  floor  area, 
and  permit  this  to  be  developed  without  necessarily  requiring  other 
associated  uses  to  be  developed  concurrently.  Thus  the  percentage 
of  the  total  permissible  gross  floor  area  assigned  to  doctors'  offices 
could  be  placed  in  a  building  v/ithout  any  of  the  associated  apartments 
(or  other  R,4  uses)  and  still  be  within  the  intent  of  the  By-law  and 
within  the  capacity  of  the  plan. 

The  final  problem  is  what  proportion  of  the  building  should  be 
permitted  to  be  used  for  medical  offices.  Under  a  clause 
restricting  offices  to  ground  and  second  floors,  it  is  theoretically 
possible  to  erect  a  low  building  in  which  almost  two  thirds  of  the 
permissible  floor  area  could  be  used  for  doctors'  suites.  On  the 
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other  hand,  in  a  building  ten  or  more  floors  in  height  the  office 
area  would  be  reduced  to  a  fifth  or  less  of  the  permissible  floor  area* 

In  practice,  on  this  portion  of  St.  Clair  Avenue,  the  available 
properties  when  reasonably  grouped  could  best  be  developed  in  six 
and  seven  storey  buildings  if  the  normal  residential  standards  are 
applied.  Under  these  conditions  the  "first  and  second  storey"  clause 
would  mean  that  about  one  third  of  the  space  could  be  used  for 
medical  offices.  If  height  limits  of  4  storeys  and  old  standard 
sideyards  are  applied,  about  half  the  permissible  space  could  be  used 
for  doctors'  offices. 

The  applicants  for  460-462  Avenue  Road  feel  that  approximately  half  of 
their  permissible  floor  space  should  be  doctors  offices,  with  the 
ground  floor  a  conservatory  (an  R.4  use)  and  the  remainder  apartments. 
Such  a  form  of  development  is  desirable  and  it  has  been  demonstrated  that 
it  could  be  considered  consistent  with  the  alms  of  the  plan.  It  is 
therefore  suggested  that  the  proposed  clause  for  St,  Clair  Avenue  and 
Avenue  Road  be  modified  to  permit  the  use  of  not  more  than  half  of  the 
maximum  permitted  gross  floor  area  in  new  buildings  for  medical  offices, 
subject  to  the  other  conditions  of  the  clause. 

Standards 


The  Conmittee's  request  for  the  board  to  give  particular  attention  to 
set-back  requirements  is  presumably  related  to  the  possibility  of  the 
development  being  permitted  by  special  clause  exempting  the  property  from 
the  R,4  Zone  4  standards.  As  an  alternative  method  of  permitting  the 
development  has  been  suggested,  the  set-back  requirements  would  be  the 
same  as  for  any  other  R.4  Zone  4  building.  These  are  quite  adequate,  and 
there  is  no  reason,  nor  apparently  any  need,  for  any  relaxation. 

It  has  not  been  possible  to  find  out  from  the  applicant  exactly  what 
provision  for  parking  facilities  has  been  planned.  If  built  entirely 
as  an  apartment  house  under  the  R.4  Zone  4  zoning  proposed,  the  develop¬ 
ment  would  have  to  provide  parking  only  for  the  dwelling  units  provided, 
at  the  rate  of  1257*,  It  does  appear  necessary  therefore  to  make  a  special 
requirement  for  parking  for  the  medical  office  space  in  this  building. 

The  general  requirement  of  the  By-law  for  office  buildings  of  1  space 
per  1,000  sq.  ft.  of  rentable  floor  area  would  be  the  most  applicable 
standard  to  apply,  if  a  somewhat  minimum  provision.  As  other  new 
buildings  on  St,  Clair  Avenue  would  be  covered  by  the  same  special 
clause,  which  permits  doctors  offices,  the  suggested  requirement  should 
be  included  as  a  general  condition  for  the  entire  special  clause  area. 

At  the  standard  suggested  it  is  unlikely  there  would  be  any  large  amount 
of  parking  space  for  the  use  of  patients.  It  is  not  desirable  that  a 
change  be  made  for  any  parking  provided. 

Summary 

It  is  possible  to  accommodate  the  proposed  development  at  Nos,  460  and 
462  Avenue  Road  by  extending  the  provision  of  the  special  clause  proposed 
for  St,  Clair  Avenue  to  cover  this  property  also,  and  by  modifying  the 
clause  to  permit  "fifty  percent  of  the  permitted  floor  area"  to  be  used 
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as  medical  offices  rather  than  "the  first  and  second  floors". 

In  this  event  special  setback  requirements  for  the  property  are 
unnecessary,  as  set-backs  would  be  governed  by  the  general  R.4  Z.4 
requirement.  Parking,  however,  would  only  have  to  be  provided  for 
dwellings  units,  at  the  rate  of  1257o,  unless,  as  suggested,  the 
special  clause  is  also  modified  to  require  that  parking  be  provided 
for  the  medical  offices  at  the  rate  of  one  space  for  each  1,000 
square  feet  of  rentable  floor  space.  It  is  suggested  that  it 
should  not  be  permitted  for  a  charge  to  be  levied  for  the  parking 
provided. 

Maintaining  R.IA  Zone  2  on  a  portion  of  Lynwood  Avenue 

The  Committee  has  requested  that  the  Board  consider  the  possibility 
of  maintaining  the  existing  R.IA  Zone  2  designation  on  the  north 
side  of  Lynwood  Avenue  between  Poplar  Plains  Road  and  the  R.4 
Zone  4  district  on  Avenue  Road. 

This  area  contains  seven  detached  houses,  in  good  condition.  These 
houses  are  all  of  masonry  construction  and  2%  storeys  in  height. 

The  lots  on  which  they  are  situated  vary  in  width  from  43  feet 
11  inches  to  51  feet  8  inches,  with  five  lots  each  having  a  width 
of  48  feet.  All  of  the  lots  are  134  feet  deep. 

The  question  is  whether  an  R.IA  Zone  2  designation  would  better  suit 
the  area  than  the  R.IF  Zone  2  designation  proposed  in  the  Appraisal. 

The  uses  which  these  classifications  have  in  common  are:  detached 
dwellings,  duplexes,  double  duplexes,  and  converted  houses,  R.IA 
would  in  addition  permit  apartment  buildings;  R.IF  would  permit 
semi-detached  dwellings,  and,  possibly  in  the  future,  town  houses. 

The  Zone  2  density  would  apply  in  each  case  and  give  the  same 
total  of  permissible  building. 

All  forms  of  multiple  or  attached  dwellings  that  would  be  permitted 
by  either  classification,  with  the  exception  of  semi-detached 
dwellings,  would  require  the  assembly  of  two  or  more  of  the 
existing  lots  to  give  an  economic  development. 

The  objective  of  the  plan  for  the  South  Hill  area,  including  Lynwood 
Avenue, is  to  preserve  and  maintain  it  as  a  good  residential 
district.  There  is  no  reason  to  anticipate  redevelopment  of  these 
properties,  but  if  some  did  occur  under  aPR.lA  or  R.IF  classification 
at  Zone  2  densities,  this  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  aim  of 
the  plan.  Redevelopment  at  high  density  would  be  harmful  to  it, 
as  already  pointed  out  in  the  Supplementary  Report  -  but  this  is 
not  the  question  which  the  Committee  has  asked.  The  conclusion  is, 
therefore,  that  it  would  not  be  harmful  to  maintain  the  existing 
R.IA  Zone  2,  but  that  it  would  be  better  to  apply  the  proposed 
R.IF  Zone  2  consistently  in  the  South  Hill  area. 
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Avenue  Road  Shopping  Centre 

On  October  30,  1961,  the  Conanittee  on  Buildings  and  Development  heard 
representations  concerning  the  Avenue  Road  Shopping  Centre  proposal 
and  deferred  consideration  of  it  pending  further  studies  being  carried 
on. 

The  proposal  has  subsequently  been  the  subject  of  further  discussions 
between  the  Avenue  Road  Merchants  Association,  representatives  of 
Corfe  Real  Estate  Limited,  and  the  Rathnelly  Area  Ratepayers 
Association.  The  Planning  Board  staff  did  not  take  part  in  these 
discussions. 

It  is  understood  that  the  Merchants  Association  proposed  a  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  original  scheme  whereby  McMaster  Avenue  would  be  made  one¬ 
way  eastbound  from  a  point  on  the  street  approximately  300  feet  west 
of  its  intersection  with  Avenue  Road.  That  is  to  say,  the  portion 
of  McMaster  opposite  the  proposed  Shopping  Plaza  would  be  a  two-way 
street,  but  west  of  it  the  street  would  be  eastbound  only. 

It  is  understood  that  the  Ratepayers  Association  was,  in  the  main, 
opposed  to  this  suggestion  or  to  the  alternative  suggestion  of  a 
physical  closing  of  McMaster  at  a  point  opposite  the  east  side  of  the 
proposed  Shopping  Plaza. 

The  Comnittee  originally  deferred  consideration  of  the  Plaza  because 
it  was  felt  that  the  revised  proposals  for  the  Crosstown  Expressway 
would  affect  the  area.  In  view  of  the  decision  made  by  Metropolitan 
Council  the  Crosstown  Expressway  proposal  is  no  longer  a  consideration. 

The  issue  before  the  Committee  is  therefore  whether  or  not  to  permit 
the  Plaza  as  proposed  by  Corfe  Real  Estate  and  the  Merchants 
Association.  The  various  points  to  be  considered  were  set  out  in  the 
Supplementary  Report  of  the  Planning  Board  on  pages  58-62. 

In  brief,  the  merchants  and  the  developers  submit  that  no  shopping 
plaza  or  improvement  of  the  present  shopping  area  is  feasible  unless 
the  amount  of  floor  space  that  they  propose  is  permitted  and  unless 
certain  contributions  are  made  by  the  City  to  lower  the  cost  of  land 
acquisition  involved  in  developing  the  shopping  and  parking  area. 

The  City  Planning  Board  has  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  size  of 
Centre  proposed  is  too  large  and  would  represent  an  encroachment  into 
the  residential  area  on  an  unjustifiable  scale.  The  Planning  Board 
favours  a  much  smaller  addition  to  the  existing  shopping  area  as 
presented  in  its  original  proposal.  If  the  merchants  and  developers 
are  correct  in  their  assessment  of  the  economics  of  the  proposal,  it 
would  appear  that  the  smaller  scheme  would  not  be  economically 
feasible  except  through  a  proportionately  larger  contribution  on  the 
part  of  the  City. 
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If  City  Council  decides  that  neither  scheme  is  to  be  proceeded  with, 
the  merchants  who  already  have  shops  in  the  area  will  be  left  in  a 
difficult  position.  It  would  appear  advisable  to  consider,  at  the 
very  least,  some  means  of  providing  additional  access  and  parking 
at  the  rear  of  the  present  group  of  stores  on  Avenue  Road. 

14.  Rezoning  of  Nina  Street  at  Bathurst  Street 

The  Committee  has  requested  the  Board  to  report  on  the  feasibility 
of  zoning  Nos,  66-72  Nina  Street  and  Nos.  1349-1355  Bathurst  Street 
to  one  of  the  ’’C”  categories. 

These  properties  are  on  either  side  of  the  intersection  of  Nina 
and  Bftthurst  Streets  and  are  presently  zoned  R.4  Zone  3,  a 
designation  which  it  was  proposed  in  the  Appraisal  be  retained.  The 
properties  on  the  north  side  of  Nina  Street  are  adjacent  to  a  C.l  V,1 
district. 

At  present,  all  of  Nina  Street  is  residential  in  character.  The 
suggested  rezoning  would  establish  a  commercial  frontage  on  Nina 
Street,  and  could  thereby  lead  to  a  change  in  the  existing  residential 
character  of  this  street. 

The  Deer  Park  Appraisal,  Supplementary  Report,  stated  that  if  the 
properties  fronting  on  the  north  side  of  Nina  Street  included  in  the 
R.4  zone  were  to  form  part  of  a  comprehensive  redevelopment  proposal 
oriented  to  and  taking  principal  access  from  Bathurst  Street,  the 
application  could  be  reconsidered.  This,  of  course,  applied  only 
to  the  north  side  of  Nina  Street. 

The  additional  four  properties  for  which  the  Committee  has  requested 
a  report  are  on  the  east  side  of  Bathurst  Street  south  of  Nina  Street. 
No  specific  proposal  has  been  made  to  develop  them  for  commercial 
purposes.  They  are  in  an  area  which  the  Toronto  Board  of  Education 
may  need  for  their  long-range  plans  of  expanding  the  Hillcrest  Public 
School.  No  evidence  of  need  to  create  additional  commercial  land 
in  this  vicinity  is  known  or  been  submitted.  Commercial  uses  would 
not  be  suitable  from  the  viewpoint  of  traffic  on  Bathurst  Street,  or 
the  proximity  of  the  school.  It  would  appear  that  the  present 
classification  should  be  maintained. 

15.  Further  report  on  Davenport  Industrial  Area 

The  Committee  has  requested  the  Board  to  consider  the  zoning  of  the 
area  between  Davenport  Road  and  the  C.P.R.  railway  line,  east  of 
Bathurst  Street,  when  a  decision  has  been  reached  on  the  Spadina  and 
Crosstown  Expressways. 
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The  request  arose  from  a  submission  of  the  Davenport- Casa-Loma 
Ratepayers  Association  suggesting  an  upgrading  of  the  area  to  permit 
apartments  and  head  office  buildings  of  a  prestige  nature,  both  at 
medium  density.  The  submission  expressed  the  opinion  that  with  removal 
of  industrial  properties  for  the  two  proposed  expressways  an 
opportunity  existed  for  redevelopment  of  the  entire  area  and  that  it 
would  be  appropriate  to  eliminate  industry  entirely. 

The  Deer  Park  Planning  District  Appraisal  Report  recommended  that  the 
C,2  V.2  industrial  zone  be  extended  to  include  some  industries  which 
were  in  the  R.4  Zone  3  district.  A  small  existing  C.3  V.2  district 
was  deleted  as  it  was  felt  to  be  an  undesirable  area  for  heavy  industry; 
and  the  small  C.l  V.l  district  on  the  south-east  corner  of  Davenport 
Road  and  Bathurst  Street  was  extended  to  coincide  with  the  property 
line.  The  R.4  Zone  3  district  was  to  be  reduced  in  area  through  the 
proposed  extension  of  the  C.2  V.2  district  and  it  was  proposed  that 
the  former  be  changed  to  R.2  Zone  3  to  protect  existing  housing.  No 
new  residential  development  in  this  R.2  Zone  3  area  was  foreseen, 

A  long-term  policy  statement  was  included  to  the  effect  that  the  whole 
area  south  of  Davenport  Road  would  eventually  be  devoted  to  light 
industry.  If  at  the  end  of  five  years  it  was  noted  that  events  had 
not  fulfilled  expectations,  appropriate  changes  in  policy 
would  be  considered. 

As  a  result  of  the  public  meetings  held  by  the  Planning  Board  and  the 
submissions  by  interested  parties,  the  original  proposals  were  re¬ 
examined.  The  Supplementary  Report  summarized  these  comments  and 
suggested  that  the  original  proposals  be  adhered  to. 

Particular  consideration  was  given  to  a  specific  proposal  by  the  local 
ratepayers  association  to  reclassify  the  area  to  C.IA  for  medium-sized 
offices  and  apartments  on  the  strength  of  the  proposed  Spadina  and 
Crosstown  Expressways. 

The  Metropolitan  Corporation  has  now  decided  against  constructing  the 
Crosstown  Expressway;  the  possibility  of  an  expressway  on  Spadina 
Road  is  still  unsettled.  The  amount  of  industrial  land  which  would 
be  acquired  for  expressway  purposes  would  be  quite  small  in  any 
event,  and  there  appears  little  possibility  of  clearing  the  entire 
area  of  industrial  uses  and  redeveloping  it  for  other  purposes. 

The  effect  of  abandoning  the  Crosstown  Expressway  plan  is  to  make 
it  even  more  difficult  to  achieve  the  kind  of  development  suggested 
by  the  ratepayers  submission. 

The  policy  suggested  in  the  Appraisal  still  appears  to  serve  the 
best  long  term  interests  of  this  area.  As  already  suggested  it  may 
be  reviewed  after  a  suitable  period  in  the  light  of  any  developments 
which  cannot  now  be  anticipated. 
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RECOMMENDATION  OF  THE  BOARD  -  197TH  MEETING,  ITEM  3(b): 


1.  Zoning  both  sides  of  Delisle  Avenue  R.2  Z»4  and  applying 

special  restrictions  on  buildings  and  driveways  in  this  area 

(i)  The  density  on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue  should 
be  Zone  3  as  proposed  in  the  Supplementary  Report; 

(ii)  The  most  suitable  uses  for  the  north  side  of  Delisle 
Avenue  are  R,3  uses  as  proposed  in  the  Supplementary 
Report; 

(iii)  It  is  inadvisable  to  introduce  special  restrictions  on 
height,  parking,  driveways,  set-backs,  and  landscaping 
on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue  even  in  the  event 
that  the  Committee  decide  to  increase  the  density  to 
Zone  4. 

2.  R.2  Zone  2  designation  for  the  west  side  of  Oriole  Road  and 

for  parts  of  Heath  Street,  Deer  Park  Crescent  and  the  east 

side  of  Oriole  Road. 

(i)  That  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  deletion  of 
the  proposed  R,2  Zone  3  area  recommended  in  the 
Supplementary  Report,  shown  on  Figure  2  of  this  report; 

(ii)  The  recommendation  of  the  Supplementary  Report,  that 
higher  densities  than  Zone  3  on  Oriole  Road  are  not 
acceptable,  is  confirmed  for  the  reasons  set  out  in 
the  Supplementary  Report  and  because  a  high  density 
would  require  replacement  of  the  sewer. 

3.  Rezoning  a  section  of  St.  Clair  Avenue  R.2  Zone  4,  increasing 

the  permitted  density  in  the  remaining  C.IA  section  of  St. 

Clair  Avenue  from  L.3  to  L.4,  and  miscellaneous  matters 

affecting  St.  Clair  Avenue. 

(i)  The  blocks  on  St.  Clair  Avenue  West  at  Oriole  Road 
should  not  be  rezoned  to  R.2  Zone  4  or  R.2  Zone  5,  but 
the  zoning  should  be  consistent  with  the  zoning  of 
the  remainder  of  this  section  of  St.  Clair  Avenue; 

(ii)  A  density  of  L.4  should  not  be  applied  to  St.  Clair 
Avenue  for  the  reasons  set  out  in  the  Appraisal  and 
Supplementary  Report.  The  recommendation  for  L.3 
density  is  confirmed; 

(iii)  That  there  is  no  strong  planning  reason  for  banning 
eating  establishments  from  this  section  of  St.  Clair 
Avenue,  but  that  if  the  Committee  considers  their 
prohibitions  to  be  desirable,  this  should  be  done  by 
special  clause  with  the  retention  of  C.IA  zoning  rather 
than  by  zoning  the  area  R.4  or  R.4A; 
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(iv)  That  in  view  of  the  statement  of  the  Metropolitan 
Traffic  Engineer,  there  is  no  need  to  establish 
special  set-backs  for  future  street  widening  at  the 
south-east  corner  of  St,  Clair  Avenue  and  Avenue  Road, 

4,  Reducing  the  proposed  density  of  parts  of  Oriole  Gardens, 

Mallory  Gardens  and  Heath  Street  from  Zone  3  to  Zone  2, 

That  the  alternative  proposal  for  zoning  the  Heath  Street 
West/Oriole  Gardens  area  shown  in  Figure  4  of  this  report 
is  acceptable  provided  there  is  no  objection  from  owners 
of  property  thereby  excluded  from  the  R,2  Zone  3  area. 

These  owners  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  advise  whether 
or  not  they  have  such  objection, 

5,  The  possibility  of  special  uses  and  height  restrictions  for 

Walker  Avenue  and  part  of  Alcorn  Avenue 

(i)  The  permitted  uses  proposed  for  Walker  Avenue  and  the 
special  clause  area  could  be  increased  without  inter- 
f erring  with  the  stability  of  the  residential  area  to 
the  north  by  the  addition  of  the  following  uses: 

on  the  north  side  of  Walker  Avenue:  homes  for  the 
aged  in  existing  buildings; 

on  the  aouth  side  of  Walker  Avenue:  homes  for  the 
aged  and  boarding  and  lodging  houses  in  existing 
buildings, 

(ii)  The  proposed  height  restriction  on  the  north  side  of 
Walker  Avenue  is  unnecessary, 

6,  Boundary  adjustment  at  No,  107  Alcorn  Avenue 

That  the  zoning  boundary  at  No,  107  Alcorn  Avenue  be  adjusted 
so  as  to  include  the  whole  of  this  property  in  the  proposed 
R,2  Zone  3  area, 

7,  The  possibility  of  C,1S  zoning  on  a  portion  of  the  west  side 

of  Yonge  Street 

That  the  recommendation  to  retain  C,1  V,1  zoning  on  Yonge 
Street  south  of  Woodlawn  Avenue,  as  set  out  in  the  Appraisal 
and  Supplementary  Report  be  confirmed. 


/ 


•pr 


i;; 


rf  . 


0-. 


Page  3 


8.  Rezoning  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road,  between 

Cottingham  Street  and  Alcorn  Avenue 

That  the  proposed  designation  of  the  lower  portion  of 
Avenue  Road  as  an  R.3  Zone  3  area  be  confirmed  as  set  out 
in  the  Supplementary  Report,  but  that,  if  consideration 
is  to  be  given  to  the  application  of  the  Foster  Advertising 
Company,  this  should  only  be  done  by  by-law  permitting  the 
extension  of  their  existing  non- conforming  use  at  a  density 
not  greater  than  Zone  3. 

9.  Classification  of  the  east  side  of  Avenue  Road  north  of 

Foxbar  Road  R,^  Zone  4 

That  the  proposal  to  retain  R.AA  zoning  for  numbers 
455-465  Avenue  Road  and  numbers  10  and  12  Foxbar  Road 
inclusive  be  not  approved,  but  that  the  proposed  special 
clause  be  applied  to  these  properties  and  the  zoning 
boundary  be  adjusted,  as  shown  in  Figure  9  of  this  report. 

10,  Imposing  a  height  limitation  on  both  sides  of  St.  Clair 

Avenue 

That  consideration  be  given  to  a  height  limitation  of  65 
feet,  but  not  less,  to  both  sides  of  St.  Clair  Avenue 
between  Avenue  Road  and  Spadina  Road. 

11,  Proposed  development  at  Nos.  460  and  462  Avenue  Road 

(i)  That  the  proposed  special  clause  with  respect  to 
doctors'  offices  on  a  portion  of  St.  Clair  Avenue 
West  and  Avenue  Road  be  modified  so  as  to  permit 
doctors'  offices  to  the  extent  of  507.  of  the  maximum 
permitted  gross  floor  area  in  new  buildings; 

(ii)  That  doctors'  offices  in  this  special  clause  area 
be  required  to  provide  parking  at  the  rate  of  1 
space  per  1,000  square  feet  of  such  office  space. 

12,  Maintaining  R.IA  Zone  2  on  a  portion  of  Lynwood  Avenue 

That  as  between  R.IA  Zone  2  and  R.IF  Zone  2  the  better 
choice  for  designation  of  the  north  side  of  Lynwood  Avenue 
is  R.IF  Zone  2. 

13.  Avenue  Road  Shopping  Centre 

(i)  That  the  recommendation  in  the  Supplementary  Report 
on  Deer  Park  be  confirmed:  if  the  development  of  the 
scale  and  style  originally  recommended  cannot  be 
implemented  the  City  should  not  carry  out  the  larger 
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scale  development  proposed  by  the  Merchants*  Association; 

(11)  That  there  is  a  need  for  improved  access  and  some 
provision  of  parking  for  the  present  stores.  The 
City  should  consider  giving  priority  to  the  provision 
of  parking  in  this  location,  since  the  merchants 
appear  to  have  grounds  for  expecting  that  measures  to 
Improve  access  would  be  undertaken  by  the  City, 

14,  Rezoning  of  Nina  Street  at  Bathurst  Street 

(i)  The  recommendation  contained  in  the  Supplementary  Report 
with  regard  to  the  North-East  corner  of  Nina  Street  and 
Bathurst  Street  is  confirmed; 

(ii)  The  present  classification  of  R.4  Zone  3  should  be 
maintained  for  the  South-East  corner  of  Bathurst  and 
Nina  Streets. 

15.  Further  report  on  Davenport  Industrial  Area 

The  recommendation  contained  in  the  Appraisal  and  Supplementary 

Report  with  regard  to  the  proposed  Official  Plan  policy  and  the 

immediate  zoning  of  Area  5  -  Davenport  Road,  is  confirmed. 
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Amherst  Heal  Estate  Company  Limited, 
319h  Danforth  Avenue, 

Scarborough, 

Ontario. 

February  2nd,  1962. 

City  Planning  Board,  Attention:  Mr.  Lawson 

129  Adelaide  Street  in/est, 

Toronto,  Ontario. 

Dear  Sirs : 


re:  Deer  Park  Re-development 


It  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  that  a  further  meeting 
regarding  the  above  mentioned  is  scheduled  for  sometime  this  month, 

wish  to  advise  you  that  we  are  Agents  acting  on  behalf  of 
Mrs.  J.  Ferguson,  58  Delisle  Avenue,  and  D.  Ross  S  Sons  Ltd.,  Apartment 
Builders,  who  are  interested  parties  on  approximately  150  feet  of  frontage 
on  the  north  side  of  Delisle  Avenue. 

4t  the  last  Council  meeting  held  at  City  Hall,  in  regards  to  this 
re-development  progra^^me,  it  was  recommended  that  the  north  side  of  Delisle 
Avenue  be  included  in  the  change  of  zoning  to  R.2  Zone  U,  with  limited 
height  restrictions. 

V/e  have  had  a  meeting  with  our  client,  Mr.  Ross,  and  his  Architect, 
regarding  plans  for  the  erection  of  a  maximum  size  apartment  building 
under  the  R.2  Zone  U,  zoning  with  the  limited  height  restrictions  of 
ii5  feet.  Vie  were  informed  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  construct  the 
building  allowing  the  full  coverage  ox’  twice  the  land  area  as  permissible 
under  this  zoning. 

We  have  sketches  now  being  completed,  at  which  time  they  will  be 
forwarded  to  you,  setting  out  the  minimum  height  requirements  for  a 
building  of  this  nature  allowing  the  full  coverage  under  R.2,  Zone  U, 
together  with  set-backs,  side  and  rear  yards  and  landscaped  areas. 

The  value  of  land  in  this  immediate  area  is  between  i|i)6,00  and 
^};7,00  per  square  foot  including  the  existing  buildings.  This  amounts 
to  a  price  of  more  than  <4)3,000.00  per  suite,  land  cost  only,  under  the 
maximum  R.2  Zone  U,  zoning. 

In  the  event  that  height  restrictions  prohibits  the  full  building  area 
allotment  under  R.2  Zone  U,  the  price  per  suite  of  the  land  would  be 
prohibitive,  and  of  little  interest  to  any  builder  or  developei . 

In  the  event  that  we  can  be  of  assistance,  we  shall  be  most  happy 
to  comply.  We  are. 

Yours  very  truly, 

(signed)  E.  Goldberg 
AMHE-ST  HEAL  ESTATE  COMPANY  LIMITED. 
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THE  MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN  TORONTO 
Traffic  Engineering  Department 


January  29,  1962, 
File :  Access  Control 


Re;  Deer  Park  Planning  District 


Mr.  M. B.M.  Lawson, 

Commissioner  of  Planning, 

City  of  Toronto  Planning  Board, 
129  Adelaide  Street  Uest, 
Toronto,  Ontario. 


Dear  Mr. Lawson, 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  January  17th,  with  regard  to  the  south¬ 
east  coiner  of  Avenue  Road  and  St.  Clair  Avenue  West,  we  are  presently 
arranging  that  the  bus  stop  which  is  now  using  the  south-east  corner  be 
moved  to  a  bus  bay  at  the  north-east  corner  following  the  widening  on 
the  north  side  which  will  take  place  during  this  year. 

With  the  completion  of  this  project  we  will  not  require  any  further 
pavement  width  for  traffic  movement  at  the  south  side.  However,  it  has 
been  observed  that  the  sidewalk  at  this  location  appears  inadequate.  I 
would  suggest  that  if  at  all  possible,  a  setback  be  required  in  order 
to  provide  greater  sidewalk  width. 

Yours  truly, 

(signed)  S.  Cass,  P.Eng. 

Metropolitan  Traffic  Engineer. 
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APPENDIX  III 


LIST  OF  POSSIBLE  USES  ON  WALKER  AVENUE  AND  SPECIAL  CLAUSE  AREA 


A,  Uses  proposed  in  Supplementary  Report  for  both  sides  of  Walker 

Avenue 


1.  municipal  community  centre 

2.  neighbourhood  garage 

3.  parking  station 

4.  a  private  detached  dwelling  house  (a)  including  the  keeping 
therein  of  (1)  not  more  than  two  roomers  or  boarders,  or 
(2)  not  more  than  three  foster  children,  or  (3)  not  more 
than  four  foster  children  each  of  whom  is  a  brother -german 
or  a  sister -german  of  all  the  others;  (b)  the  office  of  a 
physician  or  dentist,  located  in  the  basement  or  on  the 
first  floor  of  the  private  detached  dwelling  house  which 
such  physician  or  dentist  regularly  uses  as  his  private 
residence; 

5.  a  one-family  dwelling  house; 

a  semi-detached  dwelling  house; 
a  duplex  dwelling  house; 
a  double  duplex  dwelling  house; 
a  triplex  dwelling  house; 
a  converted  dwelling  house; 
row  housing; 

(a)  except  in  the  case  of  a  one-family  dwelling  house  where 
the  family  consists  of  a  group  of  not  more  than  five 
unrelated  persons,  the  keeping,  in  any  of  the  foregoing 
classes  of  dwelling  accommodation,  of  either  (1)  not 
more  than  three  roomers  or  boarders  or  (2)  not  more  than 
four  foster  children; 

(b)  the  letting  of  a  flat  in  a  private  dwelling  house,  a  one- 
family  dwelling  house  or  a  semi-detached  dwelling  house 
to  a  family  of  two  or  more  persons  who  are  interrelated 
by  bonds  of  consanguinity,  marriage  or  legal  adoption; 

(c)  the  office  of  a  physician  or  dentist,  located  in  the 
basement  or  on  the  first  floor  of  any  of  the  foregoing 
classes  of  dwelling  accommodation  which  such  physician 
or  dentist  regularly  uses  as  his  private  residence; 

6.  a  "Class  A"  boarding  or  lodging  house 

7.  an  apartment  house 
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8.  a  church,  Bible  Institute,  Christian  Science  reading  room, 
or  religious  library,  provided  that  any  building  used  for 
any  purpose  mentioned  in  this  paragraph  is  or  was  originally 
constructed  for  such  purpose. 

9,  the  following  uses,  provided  that  the  whole  of  such  building 
or  structure  is  so  used  and  the  building  or  structure  is 
either  one  that  is  or  was  originally  constructed  for  the 
purpose,  or  was  originally  constructed  as  a  one-family 
dwelling  house  or  a  pair  of  attached  one  family  dwelling 
houses  or  row  housing; 

(a)  a  public  school 

(b)  a  day  nursery 

(c)  a  nursery  school 

(d)  a  private  academic,  religious  or  philanthropic  school 

(e)  a  nursing  home 

(f)  a  convalescent  home  or  rest  home 

(g)  a  public  or  private  home  for  the  blind 

(h)  a  children*  s  home 

(i)  a  children’s  shelter 

(j)  a  boys'  home,  girls*  home,  orphanage  or  infants* home 

(k)  a  maternity  boarding  home 

(l)  a  haven  or  refuge 

(m)  a  monastery,  nunnery  or  religious  retreat 

(n)  a  residence  owned  and  controlled  by  Salvation  Army, 
Y.M,C.A.,  Y.W.C.A.,  Y.M.H.A.,  Y.W.H.A. 

(o)  any  use  which  is  accessory  to  any  of  the  foregoing 
uses. 


Additional  uses  proposed  in  special  clause  area 

1.  All  uses  permitted  in  R.3  districts,  as  listed  above. 
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2.  The  following  uses  in  existing  buildings: 

(a)  the  office  of  a  professional  person  or  persons  such  as 
a  physician,  barrister,  engineer,  architect,  Ontario 
Land  Surveyor; 

(b)  the  administrative  office  of  a  non-profit  organization 
of  a  religious,  educational,  recreational,  fraternal 
or  philanthropic  nature; 

(c)  a  business  administrative  office 

C,  Additional  uses  permitted  by  R.AA  zoning 

Rezonlng  both  sides  of  Walker  Avenue  to  R,4A  would  permit  the 
following  additional  uses* 

North  Side 


1. 

2. 


All  R,2  and  R.3  uses  as  listed  above  without  restrictions 
on  type  of  building. 

The  following  R,4  uses: 

(a)  a  student  fraternity  or  sorority  house 

(b)  a  boarding  or  lodging  house 

(c)  a  branch  of  the  Conservatory  of  Music 

(d)  a  military  academy 

(e)  a  private  hospital,  public  hospital  or  psychiatric 
hospital 

(f)  a  home  for  the  aged 

(g)  a  private  club 

(h)  a  public  library,  public  museum,  public  art  gallery 
or  an  observatory 

(i)  a  bathing  station 

(j)  Salvation  Army,  Y.M.C.A.,  Y.W.C.A.,  Y.M.H.A. ,  Y.W.H.A. 

(k)  any  use  which  is  accessory  to  any  of  the  foregoing  uses. 
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3.  The  following  R.4A  uses: 

(a)  the  office  of  a  professional  person  or  persons  such  as 
a  physician,  barrister,  engineer,  architect,  Ontario 
Land  Surveyor;  the  administrative  office  of  a  non-profit 
organization  of  a  religious,  educational,  recreational, 
fraternal  or  philanthropic  nature;  a  business  administra¬ 
tive  office; 

% 

(b)  an  office  building  for  the  accomodation  of  any  foregoing 
office  or  offices. 

D,  South  Side  -  Special  Clause  Area 

Rezoning  the  south  side  of  Walker  Avenue  and  special  clause  area  to 

R.4A  would  permit  the  following  additional  uses  there,  in  addition 

to  those  proposed  by  the  recommendations  in  the  Supplementary  Report: 

1.  The  R,2  or  R,3  uses  listed  above  without  restrictions  as  to 
type  of  building. 

2.  The  R,4  uses  listed  above. 

3.  The  R,4A  types  of  office  as  listed  above,  but  in  a  new  building 
constructed  for  the  purpose. 
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